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LONDON CORRESPONDENTS 
STEVENS, LANGNER. PARRY 
& ROLLINSON 
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HERBERT LANGNER 


Messrs. Watson^ Leavenworth', •K-elto.n^ 

& TaggfeiM;. 

100 Park Avenue _ .. 

New Yo 3± 17, New'^rl£j 


RECEIVED 

wi-KaT 


Dear Mr. Vogt: 


Re: Philip Morris Incorporated 

Philippine Patent Appln. 38U8 
File 982-338 


i'iuV 9 1964 ' 

FlLLili-LLi:-- 


1. We have been advised of the issuance ofthe first Official 

Action in this case reading as follows: 

"Amendments to claims 2, 3 and 8 as per your letted dated April 
16> 196h have been duly acknowledged and same have been entered. 




Claims 1 and 2 are rejected for broadness in the use of the 
expression 'organic solvent' which can mean any organic sol¬ 
vents like isobutanol, methanol, ethanol and many others. 

Claims .It, 9, 6, 10 and 11 are rejected for alternativeness, 
said claims being dependent on more than one specific claim 
(R\iLe 63-c). 

Claim 7 is rejected as being broad and indefinite in the use 
of the expression 'liich includes the step' for the reason that: 

(a) Broad in view of the fact that said objectionable 
expression includes those that are already known 
in the art and many other steps of organic solvent 
extraction process. 

(b) Indefinite for the reason that the above mentioned 
objectionable expression failed to particularly point 
out and distinctly claim the ^provement, or combina¬ 
tion which the applicant as his invention (Rule 63-a). 

Claims 8 to 9 are allowable as at present advised. 

A change of invention title is suggested to be more appropri¬ 
ate with respect to the invention claimed. The title 'Chemical 
Process' is too broad and should therefore be changed to 
'Selective Alkaloid Extraction from Tobacco'. 
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Applicant is likewise urged in accordance with Rule 50 and 
j70-b to sign the specification and claims, and drawings 
respectively. 

t i 

The instant application appears to correspond to a TJ.S. 
issued Patent No. 3,0146}997 dated July 31} 1962. In order 
to expedite prosecution and subsequent allowance, applicant 
is requested to submit four (Ij.) copies of the amended spe¬ 
cification and claims conformity to said U.S. patent and a 
'soft-copy' of the U.S. patent. However, the rules on amend¬ 
ment should be complied with in submitting such an amendment." 

2. In the first paragraph of the Action, the Examiner is referring 
to the amendment of claims 2, 3 and 8 previously requested by us. We 

are pleased to see that the amendments have been entered. 

3. It is also noted that claims 8 and 9 are allowable. However, 
the Examiner has raised a number of formal objections with respect to 
claims 1, 2, h-7) 10 and 11. It is also noted that the corresponding 
U.S. case apparently has issued under U.S. Patent 3}Ol46>997 and con¬ 
sequently, it would appear that favorable action in this case could be 
ejqjected provided that the specification and claims are revised so that 
they are identical with the specification and claims of the corres¬ 
ponding U.S. case and in addition, a copy of the U.S. patent is provided. 
Please let us know if we can amend the specification and claims of this 
case so that they are identical with the specification and claims of 
said U.S. patent. 

U. In addition, the Examiner is calling for revision of the 

title and as for the signing of the speoifintion, claims and drawings, 

we will take care of this. 

5. The terra for filing a reply to the Action will expire on 

January 3, 15^ and we are looking forward to receiving your instructions, 
at your earliest convenience. 


MJ^-/jib 


Very truly yours, 

LANGNER PARRY CARD & LANGNER 



’■M, 
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